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you reduce marginal rates, you pay
down debt, ‘‘but, most importantly,
you don’t spend it.’’

‘‘Most importantly, you don’t spend
it.’’

He said the reason is quite simple.
Don’t send a message to the economy
of this country that you are going to
lift the caps and start spending money.
He said it will be a most negative mes-
sage because the available resources of
this country are now dedicated to
growth and job creation in the private
marketplace. And if you suggest that
you are going to increasingly take
more of it and spend it in Government,
you will send a more negative signal.
Don’t do it.

Before the August recess, after we
had shaped a tax bill and we were in
the final days of debating it and get-
ting ready to send it to the President,
the headlines in the papers were ‘‘Alan
Greenspan not in favor of tax cut.’’

The reason I use that example is be-
cause it typifies what we knew very
early on—that we have many enemies
out there as did the taxpayers have in
pushing this message. Enemy No. 1,
Bill Clinton; No. 2, a collective press
that would not fairly write to the
American people the broad base of this
argument.

Let me tell you what Alan Greenspan
said that extrapolated itself into head-
lines as ‘‘not in favor of tax cut.’’ He
said, and I am not going to extrapolate;
I am going to quote:

My first priority, if I were given such a pri-
ority, is to let the surplus run. As I have said
before, my second priority is if you find that
as a consequence of those surpluses they
tend to be spent—

In other words, Alan Greenspan is
consistent with February and late
July—

Then I would be more in the camp of cut-
ting taxes because the least desirable is
using those surpluses to expand outlays or to
spend.

Greenspan continued:
I give great sympathy to those who wish to

cut taxes now to preempt that process, and,
indeed, if it turns out that they are right
then I would say moving on the tax front
makes a good deal of sense to me.

Do you know that Alan Greenspan is
right? Already the forces of the idea
that the President will veto this pack-
age are at hand saying: Can we have
another $10, $15, or $20 billion?

Can we have all of the surplus that
will be generated out of the general
fund and spend it because the priorities
are so important?

If we send a signal to the American
economy, and Bill Clinton helps it with
a veto of this tax bill that will go to
him next Tuesday, that we are turning
on the spending machine, I am not so
sure that a year or two from now we
will see near zero unemployment in our
country; we will see the vibrant econ-
omy; we will see the investment cap-
ital; we will see the job creation that
has given the American people more
reason for optimism than anything we
have done or we could do as a govern-
ment in the last good many decades.

I am suggesting what the Republican
Congress has done in proposing a very
broad-based tax cut is responsible, con-
sistent with our economy, fair, and it
is intended to help people. It is in-
tended to say to the American family:
Taxpayers are entitled to more than 50
percent of what they earn, to save, to
invest, to buy a new home or a car, to
do what is truly a part of the American
dream; and that is to not consistently
have government take away more of it.
That has always been the great energy
of our society.

After Alan Greenspan was at the pol-
icy committee, I asked him about this
phenomenon in the stock market and
this high-tech economy. I said: How do
you read this one, Mr. Greenspan? He
said: I am not sure I can, other than to
say the genius of the American people
turned loose in a private marketplace
is beyond imagination.

Today we have seen that genius sim-
ply because we have reduced the level
of intensity of government upon that
genius. And we want to reduce it a lit-
tle more. Of all the surplus moneys
that will come rolling into government
over the next 10 years, we are saying,
for every dollar, we only want to give
one quarter of it back—not all of it,
one quarter of every dollar. Three
quarters of it stays in government to
shore up Social Security, to reform So-
cial Security, to protect new and fu-
ture Social Security recipients, to
spend a little in selected areas when we
find it necessary.

Yet one would think, from listening
to folks on the other side of the aisle,
that this tax cut would destroy govern-
ment as we know it. I heard a Demo-
crat Senator the other day say it will
destroy all the environmental pro-
grams; it will destroy all the edu-
cational programs; it will destroy all of
the welfare programs. After listening
to that, my only thought was: Get a
life. Where are you coming from?

We are talking surplus moneys, not
current moneys. We are talking surplus
moneys. We are only talking about giv-
ing a quarter of it back out of every
dollar and keeping three quarters of it
to do much of what that Senator was
talking about.

The reason that Senator was in such
an illogical, untruthful panic was that
over the August recess Republicans, led
by the Senator from Georgia, went
home to hold town meetings and press
conferences and to visit with our tax-
payers and our voters and explain the
package. All of a sudden, the numbers
started shifting because the national
media didn’t have control of the mes-
sage. All of a sudden, the tax bill
moved up into the high fifties and six-
ties as something the American people
thought was probably the right thing
to do. Still frustrated, they want the
debt paid down. But when they found
out that over the course of the life of
this tax bill we pay down about $2 tril-
lion in debt, they said that is fair and
reasonable.

Of course, when agricultural Amer-
ica, where the Senator from Georgia

and I were visiting with our farmers,
saw what we had done for them in
farming and in the tax package to help
production agriculture, they said that
makes sense, that gives us tools to sur-
vive and to be productive.

I am absolutely amazed this Presi-
dent blindly, without listening, read-
ing, or sensing the character of the
American people, but only the politics
of his party, says ‘‘veto’’ from day 1,
‘‘veto’’ from day 2, ‘‘veto’’ from day 3,
instead of saying we have an oppor-
tunity to keep this economy growing
to allow the private sector to thrive, to
hold down the influence of government
over the private sector, and, most im-
portantly, allow the American family
to pursue its dream.

That is what this tax package is all
about. It is all about the right things.
It is about fairness, responsibility,
helping people, and controlling govern-
ment.

I thank my colleague from Georgia
for his leadership in this area, for help-
ing send the messages out unfettered,
clear and simple, to the American peo-
ple so they can make up their own
minds. They are making up their
minds. It is very clear to me where
they come down. They come down on
the ‘‘no spending’’ side, and they come
down on the side of splitting the dif-
ferences between a tax cut and paying
down the debt. That is right and re-
sponsible. I hope the President will lis-
ten as that bill comes to him this com-
ing week.

I yield the floor.
Mr. LOTT. I suggest the absence of a

quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The legislative assistant proceeded

to call the roll.
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I do have a
series of requests that I will need to
make. I have notified the Democratic
leadership that we will be making
these requests, and I believe Senator
DORGAN is here to respond and perhaps
comment on them.
f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
MESSAGE ACCOMPANYING S. 1437
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the Chair lay before the
Senate a message from the House to
accompany S. 1437, the FAA reauthor-
ization. I further ask consent the Sen-
ate disagree to the amendments of the
House, agree to the request for a con-
ference with the House, and the Chair
be authorized to appoint conferees on
the part of the Senate.

Before the question is put, I do want
to say the FAA reauthorization is a
very important piece of legislation, ob-
viously. It never seems to be easy get-
ting it through the Congress. I remem-
ber in 1996 it was the last bill that we
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passed of the session, and it took an
extra week of the session to get it
through. Now we find, after a lot of
work involving issues all the way from
safety and improvements in airports
and questions of slots at various air-
ports—New York, Chicago, as well as
what to do with Reagan National Air-
port—the Senate has developed what I
think is a good bill. The House has
passed a bill, but it has provisions in it
that are of great concern to the chair-
man of the committee in the Senate
and the chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee. So there are, once again, com-
plications.

Because of the need to stay on the
appropriations bills and fulfill our
commitments, it is very difficult to
schedule a lengthy debate on FAA re-
authorization. I have spoken to Sen-
ator DASCHLE and said: Is there some
way we can work out an agreement to
perhaps bring it up in a short period of
time so we get it done, even in the
midst of all the appropriations bills?
The other option is to go straight to
conference with the bill the Senate
Commerce Committee reported and the
bill the House has reported. That is
what this would attempt to do so we
could move on with the process.

That effort was made during the lat-
ter part of July. We thought we had it
cleared a couple of times, and then we
ran into objections. I do have a list of
proposed conferees who would come
both from the Commerce Committee
and from another committee that is in-
terested in this, the Transportation
Appropriations Committee, I believe,
Senator SHELBY; and Budget, Senators
DOMENICI and GRASSLEY, and of course
their counterparts from the Demo-
cratic side.

I make that unanimous consent re-
quest at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I shall ob-
ject on behalf of Senator DASCHLE, the
Democratic leader. But before doing so,
I would like to point out the Senate
passed S. 1467, which is a 60-day exten-
sion of the airport grant program. We
have dealt with this issue of the reau-
thorization act for some long while.

In fact, in the Commerce Committee
on which I and the majority leader
both serve, we have passed S. 82. It has
been waiting to be brought to the floor
of the Senate for debate. The process
that is described by Senator LOTT
would, in effect, prohibit Senators from
debating this issue on the floor of the
Senate. Because the House passes an
omnibus bill and attaches it to the 60-
day extension, the Senate does not
have the opportunity to debate. It
means people who have amendments
they would like to offer, perhaps, to
the bill that we wrote in the Commerce
Committee will not have that oppor-

tunity. This will then be decided in
conference. That is not appropriate and
not something we could agree to.

But I do want to say, and I expect the
majority leader probably disagrees,
this process has been abysmal. We have
a system in this country with radical
expansion of the number of people fly-
ing. The FAA is an organization that
desperately needs some assistance and
some predictability and consistency
with a reauthorization they can count
on. We should have done this long ago.
Passing 60-day extensions doesn’t serve
anybody’s interest.

Several days on the floor of the Sen-
ate would resolve this from the stand-
point of the larger reauthorization bill
and move this process forward. I will be
forced to object to the unanimous con-
sent request for those reasons, the re-
quest offered by the majority leader. I
do so object, and then I would like to
offer a unanimous consent request on a
different way to accomplish the same
result. But I object to the unanimous
consent request by the majority leader.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. DORGAN. If I might ask the ma-
jority leader for the opportunity to
offer a unanimous consent request?

I ask consent the Senate disagree to
the House amendments so the message
on this bill can be returned to the
House this afternoon. That would en-
able the House to recede from its
amendment and send S. 1467, the short-
term extension bill the Senate passed
on August 2, to the President imme-
diately for his signature. This would
ensure this process would continue,
local airports would be able to receive
the estimated $290 million in funds due
through the end of this fiscal year, and
do that until the Senate has had an op-
portunity to consider the FAA reau-
thorization bill. We should do that.
Senators have that right. It ought to
be a priority. I hope we can accomplish
that. I make this in the form of a unan-
imous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I would
have to object at this time. However, I
find some interest in the offer. But I
would need to consult with the chair-
man and the ranking member and
make sure all Senators are aware of
that. I have a number of Senators who
have put me on notice, on both sides of
the aisle, that before we agree to a fur-
ther, or some other, agreement or
unanimous consent, they would want
to be notified. I know Senator FITZ-
GERALD of Illinois was one of those. I
believe one of the New York Senators
had notified me to that effect also. So
we would need to clear it with a num-
ber of people.

I personally think the 60-day exten-
sion is the way to go and that is why I
supported the 60-day extension before
we went out. We had not been able to
resolve the scheduling problems or re-
solve the substance of the issues, and
while we were doing that, I thought the

responsible thing to do was the 60-day
extension, and I will continue to ad-
vance the need for that. Unfortunately,
the House didn’t agree with that and
they took our 60-day extension and at-
tached their bill to it and sent it back,
which, in effect, meant that we did not
have the extension because this was
the final couple of days of the July re-
cess.

There are disagreements on how to
resolve the FAA reauthorization. I
noted we had a similar disagreement
over a very narrow point back in 1996
and the whole session was delayed an
extra week because Senator KENNEDY
had a point that he was concerned
about. But we got it done, and I am de-
termined we are going to get it done
this time.

I must say to the Senator, if I could
create an extra 10 days in a month, I
would probably do that because it is
very hard to accommodate what we
must do and accommodate agreements
that are reached so we can have not 1
week but 2 weeks of debate on a juve-
nile justice bill. We find many of our
bills are taking longer because Sen-
ators offer 100 amendments or a whole
variety of things.

I am determined to get this done and
I will continue to work with the chair-
men and the ranking members on both
sides of the aisle, in both Houses, and I
will be pursuing the 60-day extension. I
will get back to the Democratic leader-
ship about how we proceed with that.

Again, I note I did talk to Senator
DASCHLE about trying to come up with
an agreement on a process where we
could deal with this, even with the lim-
ited time we have before us.

Mr. DORGAN. May I make just one
comment?

Mr. LOTT. Further reserving the
right to object, I yield to the Senator.

Mr. DORGAN. I observe on March 8
the Commerce Committee took action
on S. 82, which is the reauthorization
of the FAA. So we have had a substan-
tial amount of time elapse. I think the
Senator from Mississippi agrees with
me that the number of people using the
aviation system in this country has ex-
panded dramatically. The capacity is
being substantially taxed in many
ways, and we really do need to pass a
reauthorization bill. It is critically im-
portant that we get at this business. I
respect the difficulty of time that a
majority leader has to deal with, but
this is a big issue, the issue of safety
and protecting the system by which we
have an aviation transportation sys-
tem in our country, one that we are
very proud of but one that desperately
is waiting for and needs a reauthoriza-
tion bill passed by the Senate. We
ought to have the opportunity to de-
bate that in the Senate, get to con-
ference, and we ought to make this a
priority.

Mr. LOTT. Further reserving the
right to object, if Senators will show
up, we can have work on Mondays and
Fridays. If we do not have objection to
having a full day’s work, such as this
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coming Monday, we can get more done.
But I should note also, transportation
in general is important. Roads and
ports and harbors, Amtrak, railroads,
airlines—it is all important.

Yet, just yesterday, the Democrats
insisted on blocking a maneuver to get
to consideration of the Transportation
appropriations bill. They threatened to
filibuster because they did not like one
provision in the Transportation appro-
priations bill that will benefit two
States, that affects two States. There-
fore, we could not invoke cloture on
the Transportation appropriations bill.

I agree, air safety is important but so
is road safety. My father was killed on
an unsafe, narrow, two-lane highway. I
get very excited and determined when
it comes to transportation, whether it
is an appropriations bill or transpor-
tation in general, and FAA reauthor-
ization. I hope we can find a way to
work together to move both these bills.
I am committed to that.

I object.
I will move to the next request.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard.
f

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S.J. RES. 33

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Senate now
turn to the consideration of Calendar
No. 274, S.J. Res. 33, regarding the ac-
tions of President Clinton in granting
clemency to the FALN terrorists.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I shall ob-
ject on behalf of Senator DASCHLE. I
observe that Senator DASCHLE and Sen-
ator LOTT had conversations about the
specific language in the proposal. My
understanding is there are meetings, in
fact, scheduled midday today to review
the language. I expect there may be
some opportunity to come to some
common understanding on language
that will be acceptable. There has been
no such agreement at this point. While
these discussions are ongoing, on be-
half of Senator DASCHLE, I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the comments of Senator DORGAN
with regard to the possibility of trying
to work out some language on which
there can be agreement. Even though I
will proceed to file a cloture motion, if
we can come up with some language
that expresses the outrage of the
American people and the feelings of the
Senate on both sides of the aisle, we
will withdraw that cloture motion and
will go to the vote.

I note that just yesterday the House
of Representatives debated a resolution
on this issue. Over 300 voted for the
resolution expressing criticism of this
clemency; 41 or so voted no; 70 voted
‘‘present,’’ which I think is a very curi-
ous thing. I do not recall the last time
I have seen as many as 70 vote

‘‘present.’’ The House has shown lead-
ership in this area in a bipartisan way.
I hope the Senate can do the same.

f

DEPLORING THE GRANTING OF
CLEMENCY—MOTION TO PROCEED

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I now move
to proceed to Calendar No. 274, and I
send a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to S.J. Res. 33, a joint reso-
lution deploring the actions of President
Clinton regarding granting clemency to
FALN terrorists:

Trent Lott, Conrad R. Burns, Ted Ste-
vens, Peter Fitzgerald, Jim Bunning,
Larry E. Craig, Michael D. Crapo,
Chuck Hagel, Fred Thompson, Bill
Frist, Michael B. Enzi, Judd Gregg,
Craig Thomas, Jesse Helms, Pat Rob-
erts, and Paul Coverdell.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, this cloture
vote will occur on Monday, September
13.

I ask unanimous consent that the
cloture vote occur at 5 p.m. on Monday
and the mandatory quorum under rule
XXII be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. I now withdraw the mo-
tion to proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is withdrawn.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, what is the
pending business?

f

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2000—RESUMED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the Interior appro-
priations bill, H.R. 2466, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

A bill (H.R. 2466) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes.

Pending:
Gorton amendment No. 1359, of a technical

nature.
Hutchison amendment No. 1603, to prohibit

the use of funds for the purpose of issuing a
notice of rulemaking with respect to the
valuation of crude oil for royalty purposes
until September 30, 2000.

Mr. LOTT. What is the pending busi-
ness now, Mr. President?

AMENDMENT NO. 1603

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending business is the Hutchison
amendment No. 1603.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I send a
cloture motion to the desk on the
pending amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative assistant read as fol-
lows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on amend-
ment No. 1603 to Calendar No. 210, H.R. 2466,
the Interior appropriations bill:

Trent Lott, Kay Bailey Hutchison, Gor-
don Smith, Thad Cochran, Larry E.
Craig, Bill Frist, Mike Crapo, Don
Nickles, Craig Thomas, Chuck Hagel,
Christopher S. Bond, Jon Kyl, Peter
Fitzgerald, Pete V. Domenici, Phil
Gramm, and Slade Gorton.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, again, so
Senators will know when to expect the
vote, it will occur Monday, September
13. So on Monday, with the two cloture
votes and a vote or two on Federal ju-
dicial nominations, we can expect
three or four votes in a stacked se-
quence on Monday afternoon beginning
at 5. I ask unanimous consent that this
vote occur immediately following the
cloture vote regarding S.J. Res. 33 and
the mandatory quorum under rule XXII
be waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I will note
also this is an unusual procedure. Let
me just explain. We are on the Interior
appropriations bill. There is an amend-
ment pending. Because the Senator
from California, Mrs. BOXER, is con-
cerned she may lose on a vote on the
amendment, it is being filibustered, or
there is the threat of a filibuster. I
think that is unusual.

We do have disagreements sometimes
on how to proceed to a bill or whether
or not to even take up a bill, but it is
a little unusual to have this occur on
an individual amendment.

Senator DASCHLE and I quite often
talk about how we prefer not to do this
sort of thing to each other, at least on
amendments. What we try to accom-
modate each other on is a debate, vote,
somebody wins, somebody loses, and we
move on. Sometimes individual Sen-
ators can exercise their right, and they
have that right.

I hope we will not get into a pattern
of doing this. It will make an already
cumbersome process even more dif-
ficult to complete important work. The
Interior appropriations bill, as all ap-
propriations bills, is very important for
our country. It has a lot of important
provisions, all the way from parks to
land management, that we need to get
completed. We certainly will work to
do that, and that is why I filed this clo-
ture motion.
f

ORDER OF BUSINESS
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the Senate now
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